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ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 
New Delhi, the 5th March, 1999 ' 

O.N. 73*—In pursuance of Section 106 of the 
Representation, of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 1 
1951) the Election Commission hereby publishes 
the order dated the 26th November, 1998 of the 
High Court of Judicature at Patna Ranchi Bench, 
Ranchi in Election Petition No. 3 of 1998(R). 

ELECTION PETITION NO. 3 OF 1998(R) 

In the matter of an application under Sections 80, 

80A and 81 of the Representation of People 

Act, 1951. 

Chitrasen Sinku . Petitioner. 

Versus 

Shri Bijay Singh Soy 

and others . . Respondents. 

For the petitioner : M|s. Ram Kfshoie Prasad, 
Mahadeo Thakur. 

For the respondents: M|s. P. S. Dayal, A. S. 
Dayal, R. R. Shrivastava. 

PRESENT: 

The Hon ble Mr. Justice G. S Chaube. 

ORDER 

. .-11-98. Faced with the inevitable consequence 
of non-compliance with the provision of section 81 
of the Representation of People Act, 1951 (herein¬ 
after to be referred to as the Act), the petitioner 
has taken refuge in the provisions of the. Code of 
Civil Procedure. 1908 (the Code) via section 87 
of the Act by filing an application under section 151 
of the Code for condoning the delay that has oc¬ 
curred in presenting this petition calling in-question 
the election of a returned candidate, to be more 
precise, respondent No. 1. 

2. Petitioner, Chitrasen Sinku was the Bharatiya 
Janta Party candidate in the election to 51-Singh- 
bhunt (ST) Parliamentary constituency held in 
1998. Besides the petitioner, three others who are 
respondents No. 1, 2 and 3 in thi-. petition were 
in the fray after the scrutiny and withdrawal of 
nomination papers. Respondent No. 1 Bijay Singh 
Soy wr,' a Congress candidate; whereas respondent 
No. 2 Mangal Singh Bobonga was sponsored by 
Jharkhand Multi Morcha and respondent No. 3 
Shri Krishna Matdi had cnnT-ted the election as an 
indepetiriam candidate. The poll was held on 
16-2-9.-' and the ballot papers counted on 2-3-1998 
and 3-3-1998. The result of the election to the said 
Consfftuency was declared on 3-3-1998 and res¬ 
pondent No. 1 Bijay Singh Soy was declared 
elected 'relumed having secured the highest number 
of valid votes pulled. He secured as many aS 
1,86,242 such votes while the petitioner had secured 
1,75,390 valid votes polled. Respondent No. 2 had 


secured 1,24,655 votes; whereas respondent No. 3 
had obtained 24,719 votes. 14,363 votes were found 
invalid and consequently rejected. 

3. Thus the petitioner haying lost the battle of 
ballots in the said Constituency by a margin of 
10852 votes only has called in question the election 
of respondent No. 1 by filing the present petition 
under Section 81 of the Act on 23-4-98. The 
grounds on which the petitioner has challenged the 
election of respondent No. 1 are that about 20000 
ballot papers marked in his favour were wrongly 
rejected as doubtful|invalid inspite of protest by his 
Counting Agents in course of the counting of ballot 
papers; that about 25000 ballot papers which were 
otherwise invalid and not acceptable by dint of 
bearing no signature of the Presiding Officer| Officers 
and distinguishing mark of the polling booth con¬ 
cerned, were treated as valid and counted in favour 
of respondent No. 1 instead of being rejected inspite 
of objection raised by and on behalf of the 
petitioner; and lastly that votes polled by him were 
counted in favour of respondent No. 1, 

4. When the petition was presented in this Court, 
the Registry reported that the limitation had expired 
on 17-4-98. In other words, the petition was presen¬ 
ted by the petitioner in this Court six days after the 
prescribed period of limitation had expired. 
Realizing this legal and factual position, the 
petitioner simultaneously filed an application under 
Section 151 of the Code for condoning the delay 
on the ground that soon after the declaration of the 
result, he applied to the Returning Officer of the 
Constituency for supplying copies of certain docu¬ 
ments which' were, in fact, supplied to him on 
3-4-98. In the meantime, he was seized by jaundice 
and was advised complete bed rest between 2-4-98 
and 20-4-98. After recover from his illness, he came 
to Ranchi on 21-4-98 and contacted his counsel 
and after making necessary formalities respecting 
deposit of sum of Rs. 2,000 in accordance with the 
provision of Section 117 of the Act, the present 
petition was filed in this Court on 23-4-98. There¬ 
fore. a prayer has bsen made to condone the delay 
on the grounds stated above. 

5. Notice of the application under Section 151 
of the Code was served on respondent No. 1 who 
appeared and filed a rejoinder thereto disputing the 
correctness of the grounds on which the petitioner 
has sought condonation of delay. According to him, 
as a matter of fact, the petitioner had undertaken 
train journey on 13-4-98 from Chakradharpur to 
Perambur as an Ex-M.P. on emergency quota bv 
train No. 8189 UP. Besides it has been contended 
that in law condonation of delay in filing of the 
petition is not permissible. 

6. Section 81(1) of the Act provides that an 
election petition calling in question any election 
may be presented on one or more of the grounds 
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specified in sub'SCction (1) of Section. 100 and 
Section 101 to the High Court by any candidate 
such election or any electorate within 4 b days from, 
but not earlier, than the date of election of the re¬ 
turned candidate or if there are more than one 
returned candidates the election and the dates 
of their election are different, the later of those two 
dates. Admittedly, the result of the-51 Singhbhuni 
(S T) Parliamentary Constituency was declared on 
3-3-1998 and respondent No. 1 was declared 
elected. Excluding the day the result was declared 
for the purpose of computing the period of limita¬ 
tion in accordance with the provisions of the 
General Clauses Act, the period ot 45 days pres¬ 
cribed for presenting the petition expired on 
17-4-98, although hi the petition it has been wrongly 
mentioned that it expired on 16-4-98. Therefore, 
in compliance with the provision of section 81 of 
the Act, this petition ought to have been presented 
on or before 17-4-98; instead it was presented on 
23-4-98, There is a catena of decisions of different 
High Courts as well as the Apex Court that the 
provision of section 5 of the Limitation Act which 
empowers a court to condone the delay on certain 
grounds, ts not applicable in the case of delay in 
presenting an election petition. One of such deci¬ 
sions is to be found in the case of Hukumdeo Narain 
Yadav Vs. Lalit Narayan Mishra (AIR 1974 SC 
480) in which a Bench of three Judges of the Apex 
Court has held in no uncertain terms that the pro¬ 
visions of section 5 of the Limitation Act do not 
govern the filing of election petitions and their trial. 
Incidentally the learned counsel for the petitioner 
submitted that he is not seeking condonation of the 
delay by invoking the provisions of Section 5 of 
the Limitation Act because the same is not appli¬ 
cable. However, he contended that since the pro¬ 
visions of the Code are applicable in the matter of 
trial of election petitions, and section 151 thereof 
clothes the court with inherent power to do any¬ 
thing for furtherance of interest of justice, the delay 
of six days which has occurred in presenting the 
present petition for sufficient reasons must be 
condoned. 

7. In support of bis contention, learned counsel 
has adverted to the provisions of Section 87 of the 
Act and section 151 of the Code. Besides, he has 
relied heavily on the decision of the Apex Court 
rendered in the case of Collector of Land Acquisi¬ 
tion Anatitanag and another Vs. Mosst. Katiji and 
others (AIR 1987 SC 1353). Sub-section (1) of 
.section 87 of the. Act lays down that subject to the 
provisions of this Act and of any rules made there¬ 
under, every election petition .-hall be tried by the 
High Court as* quickly as may be in accordance 
with the procedure applicable under tbe Code of 
Civil Procedure, 1908 (5 of 1908), to tbe 
trial of suits provide that the High Court shall have 
the discretion to refuse, for reasons td be recorded 
in writing; to exalnine any witness or witnesses if 
it is of the opinion that the evidence of such witness 


or witnesses is not material for the decision of the 
peuuon or tUai me pany icnuenng such witness or 
witnesses is Cluing so on mvoious grounds or With 
a view to delay me proceedmgs. Sec non ibi ol the 
node is respecting me inherent powers ol the Court. 
ii provides mat nothing in this Lode snail be deemed 
to imm or otnerwise arreet tne inherent power ot me 
couu to make such orders as may be necessaiy i , 
the ends ol justice or to prevent aouse ot the process 
ot the court. 

8. Mr. Ram Kishore Prasad, learned counsel of 
tHe petitioner lias contended that one of the grounds 
on wmch the election of respondent No. 1 has b:-ci; 
called in quesdon is that about 20600 ballot papers 
were counted as valid in favour of Hie said respon¬ 
dent cventhough they bore no signature of the 
Presiding Officer anojor distinguishing mark of the 
polling booth and that this fact has been admitted 
by the Returning Officer in his order dl. J-23-98 
rejecting the prayer of the petitioner for recounting 
ot ballot papers ot Majhogaon Assembly segment. 
He has referred to Amiexure 8 to the petition which 
is photocopy of certified copy of order dt. 3-3-98 
of the Returning Officer, hi the said order, the Re¬ 
turning Officer has admitted presence of marked 
ballot papers sans the signature of the Presiding 
Officer and|or distinguishmg mark of the polling 
booth. He has also admitted that when such ballot 
papers were noticed in course of counting, they were 
counted in favour of the candidate for whom they 
were marked instead of being rejected on the 
ground that on looking to the diaries of ihe Presid¬ 
ing Officers, ballot paper accounts and declarations 
submitted by the Presiding Officers, he could see no 
reason for not accepting them as genuine. 

9. Learned counsel has contended that rejec¬ 
tion of the petition at the threshhold on the sole 
ground of limitation in such a situation shall be 
tantamount to permit perpetuation of ille¬ 
gality committed by the Returning Officer in 
the matter of counting of such votes which were 
not valid and declaring a candidate elected even- 
though he could not have secured a majority of 
valid votes polled after scrutinizing such ballot 
papers. He submits that to prevent perpetuation 
of such illegality, this Court, must act ex debito 
justitiae in exercise of the inherent power vested 
in it under Section 151, of the Code and admit 
the petition by condoning or ignoring the delay of 
six days and after full trial do the real and substan¬ 
tial justice for which alone it exists. 

10. On face of it, the argument appears to be 
quite alluring. However, when one goes deep in 
the provisions of the Act vis-a vis section 151 of 
the Code and numerous judicial decisions, condo¬ 
nation of delay is found to be quite unacceptable. 

11. Indeed by virtue of Section 87 of the Act, 
the provisions of the Code have been made appli¬ 
cable in the matter of trial of election petition, but 
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the provisions of . the Code have been made appli¬ 
cable “subject to the provisions of this Act and of 
any rules made thereunder”. In other words, in 
case of conflict between the provisions of the Code 
and the Act respecting a particular matter, the 
provisions of the Act have over-riding effect 
power. If there is a specific provision in the Act 
for doing certain thing in certain manner it shall 
not be permissible for this Court to act contrary 
thereto in the name of furthering the ends of 
justice by invoking the provisions of Section 151 
of the Code, that is, the inherent power. As noti¬ 
ced earlier, Section 81 of the Act mandates that 
any petition calling in-question the election of a 
returned candidate must be presented in the High 
Court within 45 days from the date of declaration 
of the result: Section 86(1) of the Act mandates 
that the High Court shall dismiss an election peti¬ 
tion yhich does not comply with the provisions of 
Section 81 or Section 82 or Section 117. As 
noticed earlier, section 81 is respecting the period 
within which an election petition should be pre¬ 
sented before the High Court; section 82 of the 
Act relates to the joining as respondents in the 
petition and section 117 respects deposit of secu¬ 
rity for cost, at the time of presenting an election 
petition. According to the provision of sub-sec¬ 
tion (1) of section 86 of the Act if the provisions 
of these three sections are not compelled with, the 
High Court has no option but to dismiss the elec¬ 
tion petition. 

12. In the case of K. Venkateswara Rao and 
another Vs. Venkam Narsingha Reddy and 
others (AIR 1969 SC 872), a question had 
arisen whether a person against whom there was 
charge of corrupt practice could, be impleaded us 
a respondent alter the expiry of the period pres¬ 
cribed for presenting the election petition invok¬ 
ing the provision of Order I Rule 10 CPC even- 
though he had not been impleaded as such in the 
original petition. The Apex Court held that 
eventhough Section 87(1) of the Act lays down 
that the procedure applicable to the trial of an 
election petition shall be like that of the trial of 
a suit, the Act itself makes important provisions 
of the Code inapplicable to the trial of an election 
petition. After referring to the provisions of Rule 
17 of Order VI and Rule 10 of Order I CPC and 
those of sections 86(5) and sub-section (4) of 
section 86 as well as 82 of the Act, their Lordships 
of the Supreme Court held that “under section 
86( 1) it is incumbent on the High Court to dismiss 
an election petition which does not comply with 
the provisions of Section 81 or Section 82 of the 
Act. Again the High Court must dismiss an election 
petition if security for costs has not been given in 
terms of section 117 of the Act”. In the same 
decision, the Apex Court has held at page 878 in 
the following manner :— 

“There is no section in the Act as it now stands 
which equates an order made by the High 
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Court under Section 98 or Section 99 
to the decree passed by a civil court 
subordinate to the High Court. An appeal 
being a creature of a Statute, the rights 
conferred on the appellant must be found 
within the four corners of the Act. Sub¬ 
section (2) of section 116A expressly 
gives this Court discretion and an autho¬ 
rity to entertain an appeal after the 
expiry of the period of 30 days. No right 
is, however, given, to the High Court to 
entertain an election petition which does 
not comply yith the provision of section. 
81, section 82 or section 117” (Emphasis 
added). 

13. Mr. Prasad quoted the observation of the 
Apex Court in the case of Collector, Land 
Acquisition, A nan tan ag (supra) to bring home 
his point that in the matter of condonation of the 
delay, the court should adept a liberal approach 
because “refusal to condone the delay can result 
in a meritorious matter being thrown out at the 
very threshhold and cause of justice been 
defeated”; that “when substantial justice and 
technical considerations are pitted against each 
other, the cause of substantial justice deserves to 
be preferred for which other side cannot claims to 
have vested right in injustice being done because 
of a non-deliberate delay”; and that “judiciary is 
respected not on account of its power to legalise 
injustice on technical grounds but because it is 
capable of removing injustice and is expected to 
do so”. 

14, At the outset it may be mentioned that this 
decision was rendered by the Apex Court and the 
above mentioned philosophy respecting approach 
in the matter of condoning delay on sufficient 
grounds was laid down in a matter arising out of 
condonation of delay in filing of an appeal after 
expiry of the prescribed period of limitation. The 
decision lays down rule that if the court is vested 
with the discretion to act in a certain manner 
it should act in such a way as to advance the cause 
of justice and not to defeat or frustrate it. However, 
if no such discretion has been vested in the court, 
it cannot usurpt it in the name of exercising in¬ 
herent jurisdiction [power under Section 151 of the 
Code. It has been held by the Apex Court in the 
case of Charanlal Sahu Vs. Nand Kishore Bhatt 
and others (AIR 1973 SC 2464) that if no dis¬ 
cretion has been conferred in the matter of con¬ 
doning delay in presentation of a petition calling 
in-question an election, or absolving the petitioner 
from payment of security for cost under the special 
Statute (R.P. Act) “none can be exercised under 
any general law or any principle of equity”. The 
Apex Court has further observed that if for non- 
compliancc with the provisions of sections 82 and 
117 which are mandatory an election petition has 
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to be dismissed under Section 86(1) of the Act, 
the presentation of election petition within the 
period prescribed in Section 81 would be equally 
mandatory, the non-compliance of which visits 
penalty of the election petition being dismissed. 

15. Before parting, it will be necessary to refer 
to three more decisions cited and relied upon by 
the learned counsel for the petitioner. They are : 
AIR 1968 Jammu Kashmir 9(1; AIR 1980 
Karnataka 79 and AIR 1982 Karnataka 156. AIR 
1968 Jammu & Kashmir 90 (Nand Kumar-Vs- 
Baili Ram) related to the question of restoration 
of an election petition which was earliei dismissed 
for non-appearance of the election petitioner. It 
was held that even though there was no provision 
in the Act for restoring an election petition dis¬ 
missed for default, by invoking the provision of 
Rule 9 of Order IX CPC, the petition can be res* 
tored and retried. Same principle was laid down 
in the case of B. Ganganna Vs. Returning Officer 
(AIR 1982 Karnataka 156), However, in that 
case, Karnataka High Court refused to invoke the 
provision of Section 151 of the Code on the ground 
that there was specific provision under Rule 9,' 
Order IX of the Code and that provision not having 
been resorted to, the inherent power under Section 
151 of the Code was not permissible. In AIR 1980 
Karnataka 79 (Patil Sibaiya Vs Kabisetti 
Shankarappa Suburappa and others) the election 
petitioner had filed an interim application u[s. 151 
C.P.C. seeking permission to get on record the 


marked electoral rolls maintained by the polling 
officer of the polling booth in that constituency 
through the Returning Officer of the constituency 
while he was in the witness box with a view to 
prove the allegation of voting by impersonation. 
Invoking the inherent power u|s. 151 of the Code, 
the application was allowed. 

16. It is manifest that none of the decisions cited 
and relied upon by the learned counsel for the 
petitioner can come to the help of the petitioner 
in getting this election petition admitted by con¬ 
doning or ignoring the delay in presentation thereof 
in violation of the mandatory provision of section 
81 of the Act. The disobedience of the 
mandate of Section 81 of the Act inexorably 
attracts Section 86 which commands this Court in 
imperative language to dismiss an election petition 
which does not comply with the provision of 
Section 81 of the Act and even if the petitioner 
might have been prevented from presenting this 
petition in time due to his illness as stated by him. 
The result is that the petition stands dismissed as 
time barred. 

Sd]- 

(G. iS. Chaube) 
[No. 82LBR[3|98(R)|99] 

By Order, 
B. N. CHAWLA, Secy. 


SJ7%9f 
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uisufat, faA 1 

•o • 

—fat— 

A fifa SPUR, 
aft-1 700, vfat TTV, 

ffat-52 

—fat— 

"A vm TfaT 8 / 7 3 , 
stttAA, fa>I TUT, 
faRfa, fart 1 

—fat— 

■fit TMT TTT, 

3TTT. TSfit.-240, 
ffalT ffalT, ATTTe 

faAr 1 

ftrfu am fafttT Afir fi 
ffatrr fair jfrr 

HTffa qrrif if UTIVT 
T \ 1 


fa 76/fafafa, W./96] 

far It, 

UTT . Sfa Tfa 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 8th March. 1999 

O.N. 74.—Whereas, the Election Commission 
cf India is satisfied that the contesting candidates 
specified in column (4) of the table below at the 
General Election to the House of People held from 
National Capital Territory of Delhi in April, 1996 
as specified in column (2) and held from consti¬ 
tuencies correspondingly specified in column (3) 
against their names have failed to lodge account 
of their election expenses, as. shown in column 
(5) of the table, as required by the R*presentation 
of the People Aot, 1951, and the Rules made 
thereunder; 

And whereas, the said candidates have either not 
furnished any reason or explanation for the said 


failure even after due notice of the Election Com¬ 
mission, after considering the representation made 
by them, if any, the Election Commission is satisfied 
that they have no good reason or justification for 
the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of 
the said Act, the Election Commission hereby 
declares the persons specified in .column (4) of the 
table below to be disqualified for being chosen as, 
and for being, a member of cither House of Parlia¬ 
ment or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative 
Council of a StatejUnion Territory for a period of 
three years from the date of this order. 



DtptII — air 3 (iii)] 

■qm <pt xr-cra ; 

WT 17,1989i/*TCI 27,1921 
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TABLE 



S. Particulars of Election 
No.' 

S. No. & Name of 
constituency 

Name & acjdress of contesting 
ciiiididaies 

Reason for disqualifica¬ 
tion 

1 2 

3 

4 


5 

1. General Election to the 
House of People, 1996. 

2-South Delhi 
Parliamentary 
Contituency 

Smt. Archana Dass, 

43-B/56, Chitranjan Park, 

New Delhi. 

Failed to lodged any 
account of election 
expenses at all. 

2 . -do* 

-do- 

Sh. Awaram Singh 
alias Ahivaran Singh, 

551/1, Dr. Ambedkar Camp, 
A-Block, Nehru Place, 

Delhi. 


-do- 

3. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Gopal Chaturvedi, 

M-27, Rajouri Garden, 

New Delhi. 


-do- 

4. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Jeewat Prashad Gupta, 
G-161, Gujar Dairy, 

Gautam Nagar. 

New Delhi. 


-do- 

5. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Tara Chand 

F-89, Raghubir Nagar, 

New Delhi- 


-do- 

6 . -do- 

-do- 

Smt. Narender Kaur, 

17/1-A, Tilak Nagar, 

New Delhi. 


-do- 

7. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Pankaj Malhotra, 

K-19/A, Kalkaji, 

New Delhi- 


-do- 

8 . -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Bharat Bhushan, 

WZ-212, Lajwanti Garden, 
New Delhi. 


-do- 

9. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Raj Kumar, 

256/21, Onkar Nagar-B, 

Tri Nagar, 

New Delhi. 


-do- 

10 . -do¬ 

-do- 

Sh. Rajan Dhingra, 

J-12/66, Rajouri Garden, 

New Delhi. 


-do- 

ll. -do- 

-do- 

Sh, Ved Pal Shastri, 

C-13, Hari Nagar, 

New Delhi. 


-do- 

12 . -do- 

~do- 

Sh. Harbhajan Singh, 

17/79, Subhash Nagar, 

New Delhi. 


-do- 

13. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Hari Dutt Sharma, 

B-80, Sarvodaya Enclave, 

New Delhi, 


-do- 


1001 GI/99—2 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

14. 

General Election to the 
House of People, 1996. 

2-South Delhi 

Parliamentary 

Constituency. 

Sh. Raj Kumar, 

1632/14, Govindpttri, 

Kalkaji, 

New Delhi. 

Failed to lodge any ac¬ 
count of election ex¬ 
penses. 

15. 

-do- 

-do- 

Hazi M. Farooq, 

87, Jakir Bagh, 

Sarai Julehna, 

New Delhi. 

-do- 

16. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. J.R. Budhiraja, 

71/119, Prem Nagar, 

Janakpuri, 

New Delhi. 

Failed to lodge account 
in the manner re¬ 
quired by law 

17. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Lalit Kumar Tanwar, 
WZ-209, Basai Darapur, 

New Delhi. 

-do- 

18. 

-do 

-do- 

Sh. Sis Ram, 

A-490/1, Dr. 

Ambedkar Ngr, Camp, 

Kalkaji, 

New Delhi. 

-do- 

19. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Ravi Kumar, 

227, Masjid Moth Village, 

New Delhi. 

-do- 

20 . 

*do- 

-do- 

Sh. Sham Singh alias 

Baba Vidyarthi, 

18-D, Gautam Nagar, 

New Delhi. 

-do~ 

21 . 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Sanjay Bhasin, 

4-A/18, Tjlak Nagar, 

New Delhi. 

-do- 

22 . 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Bansi Lai Thareja, 

109, Janta DDA Qtrs., 
Safdaijang Enclave, 

New Delhi. 

-do- 

23. 

-do- 

-do- 

Smt. Mala Rani Aggarwal, 
F-192, Arjun Nagar, 

New Delhi. 

-do- 

24. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Mittar Sen, 

23, Mochi Bagh VilL, 
Nanakpura, 

Delhi. 

-do- 

25 

-do- 

5-Chandni Chowk 

Parliamentary 

Constituency. 

Md. Akhtar, 

64-A, DDA Rats, 

Block-Z. New' Ranjit Nagar, 
New Delhi-8. 

-do- 

26 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Subhash Cliand, 

1998, Katra Lachhoo Singh. 

Dr. H.C. Sain Road, 

Delhi. 

-do- 
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1. 2. 

3 . 

4. 

5 , 

27. General Election to the 
House of People, 

1996. 

6-Dglhi Sadar 
Parliamentary 
Constituency 

Sh. Ajay Singh, 

4006, Gnli Ahiran, 

B.G. Road, 

■Delhi. 

Failed to lodge any 
account ©if election 
expenses. 

28. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Madan Singh. 

T-528, Basti Punjabian, 
Roshanara Road. 

Delhi. 

-do- 

29 -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Rakesh Kumar, 

8/69-A, Moti Nagar, 

New Delhi. 

-do- 

30. -do- 

l 

O 

r 

Sh. Vi jay, 

1 80 /14/1. Rajpura Vill. 

Gunn a ndi, 

Delhi. 

-do- 

31. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Satish Kumar, 

B-1700, Shastri Nagar, 
Delhi-52. 

-do- 

32. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Sltyant Sunder. 

8/73. Double Storey, 

Vijay Nagar. Timarpur, 
Delhi. 

• do- 

33. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Raja Ram. 

RZC-240. Nihal Yihar, 
Nangloi. 

Delhi. 

Failed to ledge account 
in the manner re¬ 
quired by law. 


[Mo. 76 DL-HP, 96(3)] 
By Order, 
K. R. PRASAD, Sccy. 


wren 


wf fcfat, 8 Wlfa 1999 

Wl. W. 75 :—q^lfa, fhqfaq Wiqfa qi UUU1M St Wl I fa 41% W ^TTTofY % i?T^ ( 2 ) w qqi 

fafafa? WAi\, 19 98 W71 r £lW ^tlfaY ^IW-Wa fai4Y W gn sjfa ri'9T %*TlEIT»«r fwVW % fan 3|> 7 7 frvi 

(:i)ir civ-i^qY fafcfae fwfaq taa% §wr %, % (-i) it * 3 ^% wrair fafafa? ffatfaq sn^i ipqq; 

trvm<f, nfa hfafafao* wfafaww, 1951 - 3 «it win, ipi ffafaf §m srefaw iw ^nift % *drq 

(5) «r uqrefaq sm ftrefaw swi w q«p Tifaq w wi.q £ 1 

aii t 7 , ?! far, a^ct w^ftref qqiw ftn, w q^'4i tw ww.wi % fan qi r|'r qvii qq-q-jf^r 
*q r ffaqur %rfwi t 111 am fcu. iri wwrrewr q 7 ", ufc 9 di jfr, fa^re qmr % qwfa ftrefaqwre'PT 
<flT IRT fURHlW jft Wl £ fa afl% TIW 3W WWW! % fan. Wf Wt r W qRTq UT fwpflfa^ £; 

Vfa ?fa faijfaq wfareqqtr wfafaciw tflsim ic-qr %wh/i 7 n T*i fffaqft qpq"Y % wn (4) fa fafa- 
'fas: jqfir.fa w^Rre %fa^ft flt ww in fa*ft T iw/'tfa vnw-asi qiYfvaiqfam wwt faan qfwre iw 
■qq mw ntq- f c a- fai -? iln- fav?,vv tc n dfa w ¥Y *mref«. 4 fan. w^sm favffar q‘ifw qmiTt 1 
tpat ay/99—3 ■ 
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tTRfiT 



fira'm R faTRT 

Pram 5th tot 

mm am 

TT TR Hrf i 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 . 

fita ttm % Mr 
*miR°TfiraMr, 

1998 

1 — Mfit 

fit sfirr sim, 
i42,a?r^X 3ft. it. 
mfi af MfiY — 110002 

firaMr rafif tt firf fit 
fim MM =jRfi if wmT 

1 

2. 


—aft— 

fit ’jfifir mpu, 

fit— 20 , OT4 mrt-Tl, 

■rf Mfir 1 

—mfir— 

3 . 

— -TtX- — 

2 —Tfeam Mfir 

fir mfiR 

n^R-i 1, jttrM .- 513 , 

■str . % . jrt, Mfir 1 

—afit— 

4 . 

—Tfir— 

—afir— 

fit sfifa firarmr, 

(5 4 -fit, it. it. it. to 5 , 

RR, Mfit 1 

— T$t— 

5 . 

—aifr— 

— Tit — 

dr. 

1(59, MfR W, af Mfit 

Mu set firim ftfa 1 h 

firatm zpr $pgr MM 

Mr fi WRt-r 7 ^ i 

6. 

—afir— 

6—Mdt rRT 

fir. mfoptaR, 
fir-33, Rm mrx, 

afi Mfit— 15 

firafm aqfir «pr fifi fir 
fiiaT Mst 'pM fi srrr 

7 . 

—ufir— 

— 

fir fiM tut uM, 

432 , firsT fimrrr, 

Mr MM mfit, Mfir— 7 



ORDER 

New Delhi, the 8th March, 1999 

O.N. 75.—Whereas, the Election Commission 
of India is satisfied that the contesting candidates 
specified in column (4) of the table below at the 
General Election to the House of People held from 
National Capital Territory of Delhi in 1998 as 
specified in column (2) and held from constituen¬ 
cies correspondingly specified in column (3) against 
their names have failed to lodge account of 
their election expenses, as shown in column (5) 
of me table, as required by the Representation of 
the People Act, 1951, and the Rules made there¬ 
under, 


[fi. 76 /Mfit-fit. FT./ 98 (2)] 

fi, 

%. 5TR. SIUTC, tMt 

And whereas, the said candidates have either not 
furnished any reason or explanation for the said 
failure even after due notice of the Election 
Commission, after considering the representation 
made by them, if any, the Election Commission is 
satisfied that they have no good reason or justifi¬ 
cation for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of 
the said Act, the Election Commission hereby 
declares the persons specified in column (4) of 
the table below to be disqualified for being chosen 
as, and for being, a member of either House of 
Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legis¬ 
lative Council of a StatefUnlon Territory for a 
period of three years from the date of this order. 






{quill —3 (iji)] 

TTP7T "FT TT5TW 

: tufa 17,19/l999 qflt 27, 192 1 
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TABLE 


S. Particulars of Election 

Mo 

S. No. & Name of 
constituency 

Name & address oT contesting 
candidates 

Reason for disqualifica¬ 
tion 

1. General Election to the House 
of People, 1998, 

1-New Delhi 
Parliamentary 
Constituency 

Shri Shankar Thapa, 

142, Press Road, 

D D.U. Marg, 

New Delhi. 

Failed to lodge any 
account of election 
expenses. 

7. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Sunil Mehta 

G-20, Lajpat Nagar-II, 

New Delhi, 

-do- 

3. -do- 

2-South Delhi 
Parliamentary 
Constituency 

Shri Kuldeep Singh 

Sector-TI, Qr. No. 513, 

R.K. Puram. 

New Delhi. 

-do- 

4. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Pradeep Srivastuv 

64-B, D.D.A, Flat, 

Shahpur Jat. 

New Delhi. 

-do- 

,8. -do- 

-do- 

Mohd. Yunus, 

169, Jakir Nagar, 

New Delhi. 

Failed to lodge account 
in the manner re¬ 
quired by law. 

6. -do- 

6-Del hi Sadar 
Parliamentary 
Constituency 

Mohd. Sadik Khan, 

C-33, Sardapuri. 

Ramesh Nagar, 

New Delhi-15. 

Failed to lodge any 
account of election 
expenses. 

7 , -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Sita Ram Mourya, 

432, Chhota Nikasa, 

Gali Cinema Wali, 

Delhi-7. 

-do- 




[No. ■ 76/DL-HP/98(2)] 
By Order, 
K. R. PRASAD, Secy. 






Rf . 

8 Rf#, 1999 



srr.?r.76:—TOfo, ffrcfapr TT*mrpT ft mr f. fr HH qffRrTrff% w* ( 2 ) t f¥q1w 

1996 rr %rr, fiRR TRq if Rffp TTRT % ’TraTTW ffRrfaq % f^Ff 5ff ( 3 ) f^rf^f^rf^T 

^ it jsrr t 1 , % ^tptt (4) if fqfirfcEi fSrerf^ <?i«h =rrrr 3^wT«ff, ^ft^rsrlrrfiTFsr^^r 1951 ott 

^mr qn fippff arcr *rcfipT s°rt tttwt % *tf*t ( 5 ) fr q*iT Tfwr srq-% faqfaq sq-gf qrr %wt trrfw frrrif 

% f*f^T WW J% f/^T% iTO SlfapT %5T W % tffaT q£f I T fqrffj 57 TT fqsrffr?T t<\ 

it ^ ^ ; 

jurfo, ^ftr R«rf*m q tr^ tj^tr faf utr qr r m artt^rTr % fm m eft qn£ ^rtq *r«m ?wt- 
!p 7'T fwr I tt 3^% 5 Ri faRqp nwr^ff qr qfc fr, f^rr ttr % q-?^ ^ppfBr qq- 
swraFT ft wr % fo <mr ^rt srtr't^tetr % fag qftf qqfR qqT'q qr rqpftfqq |; 

to, to frofro wmiq ^ wfaftro qft trm 1 o-*r % ?R?ro>r it qfr qrrufr % ( 4 ) Jrf#t- 

tw sJtfacPfr *Tt TPR % faqfi iff q^TT % qr ftqfr xmjm TR4T «ffw qft fasTTR ffffT 5TSRT fatTR qfnR %■ 

trerq fr m trk ifw % f^rqw strut it €&’ q 4 tff apwnrfa %■ fcrtrtpRgTTr fqrf^q nftfirer >pTrn % \ 
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fatfm w\ firaWr $T5T *L 

jj, 5frr mR 

i 2 - 3- 

]. q^iW ■’T^T W riTfi TTT 1 —»F.7rPF r 
% fin; ^rjpw 

f^rf^T, 199 IS 


2 . — w — 


ORDER 

New Delhi, fhe 8th March, 1999 

OJST. 76.—Whereas, the Election Commission 
of India is satisfied that the contesting candidates 
specified in column (4) of the Table below at the 
General Election to the Lok Sabha held in May. 

1996 in the State of Punjab, as specified in column 
(2) and field from constituency correspondingly 
specified in column (3) against their names have 
cither failed to lodge any account of their elect'd 
expenses, or have failed to lodge their account 
of election expanses in time and|or in the 
manner specified by law, as shown in column (5) 
of the Table, as required by the Representation of 


^rrsrsrmf 


tto Atr yttr 


4 

5 

At fuft, 

frrri^pr strrif Tr rte 

nrr ’fTffpft, 

At srar btf'rr a 

it . 

tiVRrr ri? i 

Tfpfr-T t Errt 


rrtTJFPTV 


(TTrW) 1 


4\ fErr vrsr, 

-y^r- 



vr. Entry 





f'nrw) t 

[n. 7G/q^rr.-^‘r. *r. /s) 0 (s)] 

mzw d, 
iff. kf;. srcrrT, 

the People Act, 1951, and the Rules made there¬ 
under; 

And whereas, the said candidates have cither not 
furnished any reason or explanation for the said 
failure even after due notice or the Election Com¬ 
mission, after considering the representation made 
by them, if any, is satisfied that they have no good 
reason or justification for the su'd failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of 
the said Act, the Election Commission hereby 
declares the person specified in column i 4 ) of the 
Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as, 
and for being, a member of either House of Parlia¬ 
ment or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative 
Council of a State [Union Territory for a period of 
three years from the date of this order. 


SI. Particulars of election 
No, 

f 

1. General Election to ihe Lok 
Sabha bold in 1996 in the 
State of Punjab. 


vlo- 


TAULE 

No. and Name of Name and address of contesting Reason for 


bquali- 


ConstiUieney 

if 

t-Gurdaspur 


—do 


candidate 


fiention 


Sh. Saibir Sintrh, 

Vill, Suitani, 

P.O. Behrampur. 

Teh. & District Gurdaspur, 
(Punjab), 

Sh. Tilak Raj, 

Vill. Jhandpur, 

P.Q Pinjore. 

Telisil pathankot, 

(Punjab). 


Failure to lodge any 
account of election 
expense.-,. 


-do 


[No. 76 PB-1 lP/96{8)] 
By Order, 
K. R, PRASAD. Secy. 
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